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afield, into a desk drawer, a trunk, or even the wastebasket. But it falls into these places, not because it deserves to go there (though some certainly do), but because there really is nowhere else for it to go.
Look at it this way. If professor A of physics, who is working on Time, knew that professor Z of political science was also working on Time (but, of course, from a completely different angle), wouldn't it be worth getting them together? The only way that's likely to happen now is if the two bump into each other in the cafeteria or at the ball game and begin talking shop.
Of course faculty aren't the only stakeholders here. So are students, administrators, librarians and really everyone involved in that academic community. Take just a few examples. Think of how valuable it could be if student B, who's working in biology, stumbled upon student P, who's working in Philosophy, and the two combined their differing intellectual outputs for a common effort much greater than their parts. Or, an administrator working in student services might discover that another administrator working in institutional design shares a common intellectual pursuit. The list is nearly endless with possibilities. (For more on collaboration see: http://miracle. si.umich.edu/.) A well-designed, searchable IR (complete with the appropriate metadata tagging) might well allow anyone working in an academic setting to get with anyone else working there and collaborate on outcomes. I've always heard that two heads are better than one, so who knows, they might make something together that really might be better than anything the two (or six or eight) of them could do alone.
Of course, IRs aren't the only way, and that's not my argument here. Professor A and professor Z might well both publish and eventually decide to put their heads together. But if they never do, or only one does, they are more likely not to collaborate on this or any other idea. IRs present a rather tidy way of making all of these good things more likely, possible, and systematic.
Sure, there are dangers, and many of these have already been aired. If I put my worksin-progress in an IR, won't I put my risk of being scooped much higher? Perhaps, but it's unlikely. Scientists, too, are generally much more likely to work on a problem for years -as opposed to months -before putting anything out for review. Meanwhile, my datasets are "out there" and may be manipulated in ways I don't want or like. Copyright issues loom, and they loom almost everywhere these days, and intellectual property rights are also a strong matter to consider. But none of these are "deal-breakers," or rather they shouldn't be. If the IR is only searchable by those within a given intellectual community, the risks of any of these are minimal. Besides, as many readers are already thinking, numerous IRs for various disciplines are already "out there," though none are collecting at a rate to which they should or could be. It includes subjects that have generally been omitted from series of great books: anthropology, art history, architecture, art, book arts, correspondence, essays, exploration, geography, geology, inventions, law, sociology, speeches, and sports. It also includes shorter works that represent a turning point in the understanding of a subject.
I have included first-person accounts of major discoveries, explorations, systematic observations made possible by new instruments, sound analyses, verifiable experiments, and methodologies created for more specialized fields of knowledge. Each title set a new standard for scholarship and excellence, created a new scholarly discipline, or set a new course for the study of a subject. In my opinion, the approaches used by these authors are the ones most likely to continue to provide the best basis for adding knowledge.
Even when the information they contain has been largely superceded, these titles represent the best thinking that had been done on their subjects at the time of publication. They provide models for how to try to deal with an entire field of knowledge and how to go about solving problems. They are most worth reading to learn how major problems were finally solved.
I have had to omit many famous histories and works of literature to be able to focus on the ones that I considered most worth acquiring. I have preferred well established principles to theories. I have nearly always omitted titles by living or recently deceased authors.
In some cases, better editions than the first have been subsequently published, and these editions and translations are also needed. In some cases, such as the first printing of the Columbus letter or the Gutenberg Bible, a facsimile or later edition will nearly always have to suffice because of their extreme rarity. One first edition of a Shakespeare play could substitute for the First Folio. Regardless, every library should have as many first editions of key works as it can acquire.
To make more facsimiles and translations widely available of standard works is also a publishing opportunity. A surprising number of these titles are out of print, and some have never been fully translated into English.
As more first editions are becoming available online, what is the point of having copies that are too valuable to be handled? The point is to inspire similar accomplishments. A first edition can be as inspiring as an original work of art no matter how many copies exist. It is to make readers wonder why these books are important, what it took to create them, why they have been so influential, and why so many of them still need to be read. 
Issues in Vendor/Library Relations -Cyrkled
Column Editor: Bob Nardini (Group Director, Client Integration and Head Bibliographer, Coutts Information Services) <bnardini@couttsinfo.com> T hank goodness for the airlines. It's been years since they've provided anything to eat that doesn't resemble dry pet food and on many flights it's no more possible to bring out your laptop and work than it would be on the way to the office on an uptown rushhour train runnng through Manhattan. So flying is a good time to read, about the only time possible, too often it seems. Domestic flights today, as much as they are anything else, are airborne learning commons, long narrow study spaces with almost everyone engaged with some kind of text.
For me then, flights are when I am able do full justice to the daily New York Times, a reading project that in the course of a normal, non-traveling workday, seems about as daunting as writing a term paper once did. But when the learning commons is at 30,000 feet, even the obituaries published by the Times are within reach, which is how I learned about the death, and life, of Thomas Dawes.
Dawes, according to a Times death notice late last year, was co-founder of the Cyrkle, a pop group whose "brief career," as the newspaper put it, is best (solely, really) known for its 1966 single, " R e d R u b b e r Ball," a bouncy love song -it truly was bouncy -co-written by Paul Simon and sung in nice harmony by the Cyrkle. Most Boomers, once reminded of it, will fight with no success as the tune, a neurological virus, plays again and again in their head for days, Using Rare Books -Part 2 from page 80
